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Mohammed Shafik, a native and citizen of Pakistan, petitions for review of

an order of the Board of Immigration Appeals (“BIA”) dismissing his appeal from

an immigration judge’s order denying his applications for asylum, withholding of
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removal, and relief under the Convention Against Torture (“CAT”).  We have

jurisdiction under 8 U.S.C. § 1252.  Because the BIA conducted a de novo review

of the record, we review the BIA’s decision.  See Molina-Morales v. INS, 237 F.3d

1048, 1050 (9th Cir. 2001).  We grant the petition for review and remand.

We conclude that the BIA did not make an adverse credibility determination

with the specificity and support required by our caselaw.  The BIA’s statement

that Shafik’s testimony was “notably vague” is not “an explicit and direct finding

that [Shafik] [wa]s untruthful.”  Aguilera-Cota v. INS, 914 F.2d 1375, 1383 (9th

Cir. 1990).  The BIA’s observation that Shafik’s supporting documents and the

testimony of his father did not “add critical detail to flesh out [his] claim” is not an

explicit credibility finding either.  See Kalubi v. Ashcroft, 364 F.3d 1134, 1137-38

(9th Cir. 2004) (holding that implicit credibility observations made in passing do

not constitute a credibility finding).  Because implicit credibility determinations

are not permitted, see Shoafera v. INS, 228 F.3d 1070, 1074 n.3 (9th Cir. 2000),

we remand to the BIA to evaluate Shafik’s credibility expressly, see INS v.

Ventura, 537 U.S. 12, 16 (2002) (per curiam).

PETITION FOR REVIEW GRANTED; VACATED and REMANDED.
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